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MEMORANDUM FOR THE BASE STRUCTURE EVALUATION COMMITTEE (BSEC) 


Subj: REPORT OF BSEC DELIBERATIONS ON 29 JANUARY 1993 


Encl: (i) Security Activities Briefing Charts 

(2) Ordnance Activities Briefing Charts 

(3) Ordnance Activities Military Value Spreadsheet, 


amended 

(4) Training Air Stations Briefing Charts 

(5) Training Air Stations Military Value Spreadsheet 

(6) Naval Shipyards Briefing Charts 

(7) Naval Shipyards Military Value Spreadsheet 

(8) SUPSHIP Briefing Charts 

(9) SUPSHIP Military Value Spreadsheet 


(i0) Administrative Activities Briefing Chart 

(ii) Administrative Activities Military Value Spreadsheet, 


amended 


i. The twenty-first deliberative session of the Base Structure 

Evaluation Committee (BSEC) convened at 1334 on 29 January 1993, 

in Room 531 at the Center for Naval Analyses. All members of the 

BSEC were present except LtGen Ehlert and MajGen Hearney. MajGen 

Hearney joined the deliberative session at 1522. Members of the 

Base Structure Analysis Team (BSAT) staff present were  


  ,        

, and   . Also present were   


  from N2,     from CNSG/GD, and 

    from CNSG/G31. 


2.   briefed the BSEC on the staff analysis that had 

been done of the certified data call responses from the Security 

Activities (see enclosure (i)). The staff determined that the 

standard capacity measures, such as workyears or square feet, 

were not descriptive of these activities. Accordingly, the 

technical experts from N2 and CNSG were requested to review the 

certified responses to see if they contained data which would 

support capacity analysis. The technical experts determined that 

an appropriate measure was the system coverage, or "footprint," 

as represented by the specific installations. 


3.   presented a classified brief on the footprints of 

Security Activities (unclassified portion is contained in 

enclosure (i)). Having looked at the footprints represented in 

the certified data call responses, the BSEC determined that, 

absent a change in system requirements or in the force structure 
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supported, there is no excess capacity in the CONUS Security 

Activities. Accordingly, military value analysis will not be 

conducted of those activities. Upon conclusion of this 

discussion, at 1434, the BSEC adjourned, and reconvened at 1448. 

Members of the BSAT present when the deliberative session 

reconvened were    ,     


 ,     and    


4.   reviewed the results of the Ordnance Activities 

evaluation based upon the direction given by the BSEC during 

their deliberations on 26 January 1993 (see enclosure (2)). The 

BSAT requested technical experts to review the certified data 

call responses to determine which activities should get credit 

for capability to maintain and repair various types of weapons 

and what constitutes "unique" capabilities for these activities. 

Changes to the original spreadsheet have been shaded (see 

enclosure (3)). The BSEC approved the changes to the data call 

responses for specific installations, except as follows: 


a. The answer to question 13-7-h relating to load out of 

more than two ammunition ships was changed to "no" for 

Charleston, since an explosive waiver is required for such load 

out. 


b. The answer to question 13-15-c relating to technical 

workforce in the surrounding community was changed to "yes" for 

Port Hadlock and Guam based upon review of data call responses 

from other DON activities in the same geographic areas. 


Enclosure (3) is the completed Ordnance Activities military value 

spreadsheet containing the results of the BSEC deliberations. It 

will be used to generate the final military value scores for each 

Ordnance Activity. Upon conclusion of this discussion, at 1512, 


  and   were excused from the deliberative 

session, and     and     joined 

the deliberative session. 


5.   reviewed the results of the Training Air Station 

evaluation which had been briefed to the BSEC on 18 January 1993 

(see enclosure 4)). He then reviewed the Training Air Station 

spreadsheet which has been developed, containing the BSAT staff's 

analytical assessment of the data call responses, to allow the 

BSEC to review and endorse the specific answers (see enclosure 

(5)). The areas of concern have been shaded on the spreadsheet. 

The BSEC agreed to the following changes to the data call 

responses for specific installations: 


a. For question 9-19-f relating to other installations' 

ability to manage warning areas, review of the data call 

responses revealed that Corpus Christi and Kingsville could each 

manage the other's airspace, and therefore neither received 

credit for this question. 
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b. For question 34-23-b relating to ownership of land below 

MOAs, the answers for Pensacola and Whiting were changed to "no" 

since only a portion of the MOAs overlies a portion of the air 

stations. 


c. The original credit given for question 34-23-b relating 
to ownership of land below restricted airspace was determined to 
be a typographical error for Pensacola and so was changed to a 
"no. I1  

d. For question 9-41-a relating to auxiliary landing fields, 

the staff determined that the answer presented in the certified 

data call response did not appropriately deal with the question 

and looked to geographic evidence to determine the correct 

answer. Since Pensacola is within I00 NM of Whiting, which has a 

number of auxiliary fields, Pensacola was given credit for this 

question. 


e. For questions 9-28-a and 9-28-b relating to effects of 

civilian air traffic structure, further analysis of the certified 

data call response revealed that the answers for Memphis should 

be "no. " 


f. For question 9-38-a relating to strategic military value, 

the staff determined that the answer given by Pensacola was not 

consistent with the BSEC's definition of "strategic" developed 

during their deliberations on 21 January 1993, and so Pensacola 

was given no credit for this question. 


g. For question 9-45-e relating to climate and geography, 

none of the air stations was determined to have climate or 

geography which provided unique training opportunities. 


The BSEC noted that Corpus appeared to be receiving higher scores 

on the quality of life questions than Naval Station Ingleside 

did, and directed to staff to review the two sets of questions 

and responses to determine whether there are substantive reasons 

for those differences. Subject to the results of this review, 

the BSEC approved enclosure (5) as the completed Training Air 

Stations military value spreadsheet containing the results of the 

BSEC deliberations. At the conclusion of this discussion, at 

1531,   and   were excused from the 

deliberative session, and     and    


 joined the deliberative session.   departed 

the deliberative session at 1543. 


6.   reviewed the results of the Naval Shipyard 

evaluation which had been briefed to the BSEC on 4 January 1993 

(see enclosure 6)). He then reviewed the Naval Shipyard 

spreadsheet which has been developed, containing the BSAT staff's 

analytical assessment of the data call responses, to allow the 

BSEC to review and endorse the specific answers (see enclosure 

(7)).   noted that the data call responses to question 
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6-7-c relating to composite manday rates were used after a Naval 

Audit Service audit confirmed that the actual composite rates 

were within approximately $20.00 of the certified data call 

responses. The BSEC approved enclosure (6) as the completed 

Naval Shipyards military value spreadsheet containing the results 

of the BSEC deliberations. 


7.   then reviewed the results of the SUPSHIP 

evaluation which had been briefed to the BSEC on 31 December 1992 

(see enclosure 8)). He noted that, pursuant to BSEC direction, 

the military value for SUPSHIP activities had been determined 

excluding the quality of life questions. He reviewed the SUPSHIP 

spreadsheet which has been developed, containing the BSAT staff's 

analytical assessment of the data call responses, to allow the 

BSEC to review and endorse the specific answers (see enclosure 

(9)). The BSEC approved enclosure (9) as the completed SUPSHIP 

military value spreadsheet containing the results of the BSEC 

deliberations. At the conclusion of this brief, at 1615,  


 and   were excused from the deliberative 

session, and     and     

joined the deliberative session. 


8.   reviewed the results of the Administrative 

Activities evaluation which had been briefed to the BSEC on 25 

January 1993 (see enclosure I0)). Se noted that, pursuant to 

BSEC direction, the military value for Administrative Activities 

had been determined including the quality of life questions. She 

reviewed the Administrative Activities spreadsheet which has been 

developed, containing the BSAT staff's analytical assessment of 

the data call responses, to allow the BSEC to review and endorse 

the specific answers (see enclosure (ii)). The BSEC discussed 

location as it relates to hiring of qualified personnel (question 

8-9-b). The discussion on this question on 25 January 1993 had 

centered on the fact that mere presence of a large pool of 

retirees was not sufficient for an activity to receive credit for 

this question. However, the BSEC agreed that presence of a pool 

of personnel containing a wide range of skills, such as might be 

found in a major population concentration, was sufficient. 

Accordingly, the answers for NAVMC and the Navy Brig were changed 

to "yes." Enclosure (ii) is the complete Administrative 

Activities military value spreadsheet containing the results of 

the BSEC deliberations. It will be used to generate the final 

military value scores for each Administrative Activity. 


9. The deliberative session adjourned at 1630 on 29 January 

1993. 


   

LtCol, USMCR 

Recording Secretary 
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ACTIVE AND CERTIFIED DRYDOCKS AT NAVAL SHIPYARDS 

(PACIFIC COAST) 


NAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCK CAPACITY BY SHIP TYPE 

CVN S S N - LHD/ CGI LPD/ 
6 8 8  LHA DD LSD 
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2 Y Y Y Y 
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4 Y Y Y Y 

5 Y Y Y Y 
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ACTIVE AND CERTIFIED DRYDOCKS AT NAVAL SHIPYARDS 
(ATLANTIC COAST) 

NAVAL SHIPYARD DRYDOCK CAPACITY BY SHIP TYPE 

CVN SSN- LHD/ CG/ LPD/ FFG 
688 LRA DD LSD 

PORTSMOUTH 1 Y 

2 Y Y Y 

3 Y Y 

NORFOLK 1 

2 Y Y 

3 Y Y Y Y 

4 Y Y Y Y Y 

Y Y Y Y Y Y 

CHARLESTON 1 Y Y Y Y 

2 Y Y Y Y 

3 Y Y Y Y 
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W~th a carrier n d~L~oc.k c~n t t~ NSY d ~ o c ~  2 or more LHA~.HD'~ 
W'~h a CVt,~ and an LHD d t ~ o ~ e d  can lhe NSY d ~ c ~ k  2 or mo~e &S N.6,887 
W'ffh3SSN~88d Oocked cantheNSY d o c k 2 ~  
Can I he NSY d~do~k 4 or more S SN ~537.~simu I~ a n ~ 3 ~  
Can Ihe NSY d ~ o c ~  3 or more SSN-637.= slmu I at~.~ous~ 
Can tbe NSY dr,#dock 2 or mote CC~DDCNOO.~ s~mu~aneoust~_ 
Can 1he NSY d~ ~Yx~ 2 or more LHA2~H EL simu ffaneo u s ~  
Can the NSY d~dock 3 or more FF/F'FG.~ s~rnu~ar~=o~_ 
Can the NSY d ~ o c ~  4 or more LPI-tt,_P£)/LSO ~_ ~~ ~ . 
With a c ~ e r  m dr~dock c~n the NSY g~tdoc~ 2 o~ more SSN-68~'~,' 
W'~h a career mn d~dock c~n the NSY dr~3ck at leaat 1 LHA~.HD'~ 
W'~h a CVN and an LHD ~cked  c~n the NSY d ~ o c ~  at leas~ 1 S S N ~ 5 ~  
W~th3SSN~588d ~ ~antheNSY d o c k a C G . ~ C ~ ' ~  
Can Ihe NSY dr~doc~ at least 1 ~ O ' ~  

Can lhe NSY dr~ ~k)c.k 1 or Fibre FF/FFG_= .~mu ~,ar~3us.~ 
Y rr~ 

W'~th a career in d~Oo~ can 1he NSY dr~doc~ at least 1 SSN-688 ~ 

L O C A T I O N  F A C T O R S  . " 
Were more than 300 a~orenl~ces tra=r~ed ove~ the ~ 5 ye~s'~ 
Doesthe reter~on rate of tra~qed aj~rent~e~ exceed 90~er cer~ 
Are there Interstate hwa s a~r ~ sea rts arid ~ heads nearb 
Were more then 200 a~rer~mces t ra='~=d over the pas~ 5 years'~ 
Does the ret er~mon rate ce trmned a ~ e n t  ~c~s exceed 70 ~=rcer~ 
Can a I ech~,c~J woddorce be rec~u~led wllheat dfff~ulIv for the NSY v 
Were less than a to~aJ of 4000 rnat~a~s lost In FY-90 and FY-91 due t O,.L~OO r w~at her cOndll K:,t~s o 
Wore more than 100 a~orenhces Irained ovor the pasl 5 years9 
~ S  I he ret etllton r'ate o~ trained a..~entlce~ exceed 543 ~ r  c e ~  
~oes the rGI enllon r~e ol Iraff~d ~ e n t l o ~ S  ex c ~ d  30 ~ r  c e ~  
We re less than a total of 2000 rnar~a~s Ioat ~n FY-90 and FY-91 due lO.L~OOr weather concillons? 
Does I he tour closest fleet hemeDort concerllral~rts a v ~  less then 500 roles from the NSY9 

e more t t~n 1500 rt~les #ore the NSY? 

O P E R A ~ N G F A C T O R S  

Doee lhe N.SY have a FY-92 c ~ , ~ ] t e  r n a r c ~  rat e ~ l e ~  lhen~4~). l :~? 

Is the ave e of k~ustr'lsI Plan( E men¢ less than 15 eaR? 

Isthe ave a eol  Ir,~ustrtat Planl E~LIDme~ less th~'l 20..~ear~? 

Is 1he Avera AIS m~ntenance back~ 4 VPS 

In FY93~ =s F'Y£1 AIS maJntenance back~o~ret~rernenl > 60% ? 

D~d the 1at aJ rNesIme r~ over the laSt 10 Ee.a~s al l~e N SY exceed ,~200 M'~ 

D~d the to~al ~veat rr~er~ over the last 10 years a* 1he/4SY exc~ed~.100M'~ 

Are ~veatmer~s ~n excess at $~00M planned at Ihe NSY over the r ~  5 years'~ 


2~Ja~!  

F~S~O~SES 
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R=R eadr~e~s F=Faclllhes M=Mobi~zatic~ C--Cost paoeR=~ ead t '~$  F==Faall=es M=M~OIlizatlon C=C,o~ 
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